As part of a larger project reviewing the 20 years since the first Therapeutic
collaborative therapies. Therapy was moving away from expert positioning, pronouncements from behind the mirror, and strategic interventions, and toward collaboration, flattening the hierarchy, and "therapy as conversation." TC 1 brought together eight important leaders in this shift: Steve de Shazer, David Epston, Stephen Gilligan, Bill O'Hanlon, Karl Tomm, John Weakland, Michele Weiner-Davis, and Michael White. The TC 1 gathering was not the "start" of the postmodern approach to therapy; several threads (e.g., Andersen, 1987; Lipchik & de Shazer, 1986; O'Hanlon & Weiner-Davis, 1989; Penn, 1982 Penn, , 1985 Tomm, 1987a Tomm, , 1987b Tomm, , 1988 were already well underway. However, it was an inflection point-the first gathering of such a group of likeminded thinkers and practitioners. The conference proceedings (Gilligan & Price, 1993) were published soon after.
Twenty years after the conference and the publication of the proceedings, I (JC) thought the time was right to reflect on what had transpired since then. As part of this reflection, 1 in June 2010, Tracy and I interviewed Gene Combs, Yvonne Dolan, Jill Freedman, and Terry Trepper in Evanston, Illinois. It was a privilege to spend the afternoon in conversation with these four innovators, each of whose clinical, teaching, and writing experience stretches back over 25 years. Jill, Gene, and Yvonne have shared roots in the Ericksonian tradition. Jill and Gene's first book (Combs & Freedman, 1996) describes their Ericksonian approach. Yvonne's first book (Dolan, 1985) described Ericksonian methods for helping "chronic" patients. She later integrated her Ericksonian approach with solution-focused therapy (SFT; Dolan, 1991) . Terry coauthored a pioneering book on family therapy approaches with families in which incest had occurred (Trepper & Barrett, 1989) . Jill, Gene, and I presented at TC 1, which Yvonne attended as a participant.
During our interview, we discussed developments in the conversational therapies in the 20 years since TC 1, the evolution in their respective work, and the future of the field. This article covers how they "found" SFT and narrative therapy and what they each found compelling about the approaches they eventually adopted; articulates the postmodern turn that both approaches exemplify; and discusses the rapprochement and important distinctions between the narrative and solutionfocused approaches that have developed. The second installment of this interview will describe the evolutions of narrative therapy and SFT, discuss the reaction to postmodern approaches, ask the important question of whether models matter, and speculate about the future of these approaches in view of some of the predominant currents in contemporary psychotherapy. 2
1 The rest will appear in a subsequent special section of JST. 2 Tracy and I asked the questions, but given the volume of material in this interview, I have omitted most of the questions to highlight the answers given by Jill, Gene, Yvonne, and Terry. While I have organized this account thematically, not chronologically, these are direct quotations. I have followed the standard practice of using ellipses and square brackets to indicate deletions and additions to the text. The interviewees reviewed a draft to ensure that I quoted them in context. I have embedded, in italics, some transitional comments.
BECOMING SOLUTION-fOCUSEd
Terry: I was trained as a hard-core behaviorist at the University of Oregon. . . . but, through the 80s, like a lot of people, I got influenced heavily by family therapy and systemic thinking . . . then applied it to working with incest families, with Mary Jo [Barrett; Trepper & Barrett, 1989] . . . . Mary Jo showed me [Yvonne's] book [Dolan, 1991] [Fisch, Weakland, & Segal, 1982; Watzlawick, Weakland, & Fisch, 1974] [Combs & Freedman, 1990] . Jill: And so we were talking to [Michael] . Gene: So, we were convinced that he was convinced [that he was working hypnotically]. We thought he couldn't not be thinking about what he was doing as trance induction. Jill: So we thought he had these embedded suggestions, [but] he was saying, "I know nothing about hypnosis." Jeff: David [Epston] knows all that stuff. Jill: David does and he's interested in it. And then, we later find out that in Australia, at least at the time, it was illegal for social workers to do hypnosis (laughter). Jill: So we thought, well, maybe he really is doing it, but he can't say it yet. Jeff: We [Chang & Phillips, 1993] wrote [that we thought that some of his questions seemed like a hypnotic confusion induction], but he replied that this "does not strike a chord" [White, 1993, p. 121 [White, 1986] . He was just beginning to read . . . postmodernist social psychology. He was reading Geertz [1973] , Edward [Bruner] [Bateson, 1972] cover to cover. So, I really was trying to teach myself how to think connectedly, like everything is connected to everything else. . . . So, as a couple we met at a time where we knew Ericksonian stuff pretty well.
Yvonne: Well, and you wrote a book [Combs & Freedman, 1990] . Gene: . . . and we felt like we had that down. . . . But we weren't so good at family therapy. So, we had gone to study with the Milan people [Cecchin, 1987 [Cecchin, , 1992 Palazzoli et al., 1979] . Jill: But the way that happened was you were one of the editors for one of those huge Ericksonian conference books, and the paper that you got to edit was about how the Milan team, you could look at what they were doing . . . Gene: As indirect suggestion. Jill: . . . circular questioning as indirect suggestion [e.g., Ferrier, 1986; Matthews, 1984] . And so that link, between indirect suggestion, and the Milan team, family therapy, and Erickson, that's why we went to Milan. Gene: So, we went and we started studying Milan therapy, and we worked hard to understand it, and thought we did pretty well. (Combs & Freedman, 1990) 
had been so useful to me, and asked Jill and Gene to situate the book in their evolution, and what was going on in the field at that time.
Gene: It kind of fell off the map somehow. There was a lot of interest in it in family therapy circles, at the time . . . and I think it has to do with family therapy in general wanting to be less prescriptive, and the way the ceremony stuff was being done was in assigned ceremonies, like assigned homework. [Tomm, 1987a [Tomm, , 1987b [Tomm, , 1988 . Gene: Which were incredibly influential. Jill: Wow. Those were amazing. Jeff: Eve and Steve's purposeful interview paper [Lipchik & de Shazer, 1986] , and [others (Fleuridas, Nelson, & Rosenthal, 1986; Penn, 1982 Penn, , 1985 ]. Gene: . . . and the stuff about circular questioning from Milan [Cecchin, 1987 [Cecchin, , 1992 Palazolli et al., 1979] , and just this whole notion about questions as interventions, rather than as information gathering.
[That] was a huge shift for everybody. . . . [We couldn't] help thinking about the presupposition in questions. . . . I think . . . that to Michael, thinking of it as hypnosis or as suggestion was sneakier than he wanted to be, it was more intentional in a [direction preferred by the therapist]. Yvonne: Well, it kind of implies that the therapist knows something the client doesn't . . . as opposed to co-construction, [where] they know different things, but don't favor one position over the other. Is that right? Gene: Yeah, yeah. And it's sort of like, it's leading from in front rather than "leading from one step behind" [Cantwell & Holmes, 1994] . Jill: Which is interesting, that phrase was in your book [Pichot & Dolan, 2003 ] a lot, and it's also in Michael and David's writing. Gene: For me at least, the Houston Galveston folks [Anderson & Goolishian, 1992] were also there in that whole stew that was going on there in the early/ mid 80s, and were very influential on me. Just in that whole general attitude of not knowing . . . perhaps being the most radical in terms of simplicity of theory, or refusing to theorize very much. Jeff: And not being instrumental. Gene: This real anti-instrumental stance, that was incredibly influential. Terry: Well, it was so freeing. 
RAPPROCHEMENT ANd dISTINCTIONS

Jill
POSITIONS ON SOCIAL JUSTICE
Gene: I actually think-you referred to this earlier, Yvonne-I think they, both Michael and Steve, got put in this position where . . . to be true to their ethics and the central organizing principle of their approach to therapy, they had to say certain things that were diametrically opposed, because they had very different ethics. Jill: I don't know if they had very different ethics. . . . Yvonne: They had some differences. Terry: Different principles. Steve's is, "Don't impose anything." Gene: I don't know how Steve would articulate his, but he would see the whole kind of narrative ethic as being too organized around lefty social justice kinds of stuff, and running the risk of being judgmental or exclusive. . . . Yvonne: You know, I never heard him say that. What I heard him say is that he thought they were apples and oranges. And the funny thing is, you know, as a person, he was a complete lefty. I've watched him take out every dime and dollar in his pocket and give it to a street person. 
